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THE IMPACT OF POVERTY ON RURAL YOUTH: 

An analysis of the relationship between family income and 
educational aspirations, self-concept performance, and 
values of rural high school students 

WAYNE L. LARSON AND WALTER L, SLOCUM 1 

HIGHLIGHTS 



This study revealed that poverty and some of its unde- 
sirable” effects are not confined to the ghetto or slum areas 
of our major urban centers; they are apparent in rural ax*.as 
even in this relatively economically advantaged state. 

Analysis of the relationships between the level of family 
income and selected indicators of self-concept, behavior and 
aspirations revealed that students from low income families 
are less likely than students from higher income families to: 

1. be interested in school, and be in curriculums designed 
for students intending to enroll in college 

2. report high grades in school course work 

3. discuss their educational and occupational plans with 
teachers 

4. receive encouragement from teachers to attend college 

5. hold a relatively large number of leadership positions 
in school organizations; conversely they are more likely 
to hold no leadership positions 

6. indicate that they belong to the "leading crowds” in 
their schools 

7. report high scores on self evaluation scales indicating 
physical, social, academic and emotional self concepts 

8. report high levels of educational and occupational 
aspirations 

9. report high levels of educational and occupational 
expectations 

10. indicate that their parents can support them financial- 
ly in several educational and occupational pursuits. 

We expected that the strength of the relationships be- 
tween poverty and self concept, performance, aspirations, and 
expectations might vary by sex and residence of the students. 
Specifically, the expectation was a greater impact of poverty 
on girls when the students’ report of income (perception of 
family income relative to other families in the community) 
rather than parents’ report of actual dollar income was used 
as an indicator of poverty. The data most strongly support 



the relationship between educational variables and low in- 
come for nonfarm students and boys. Further analysis re- 
vealed that the strongest relationship existed for nonfarm 
boys on most indicators of aspirations, performance and ex- 
pectations. Hence, the hypothesis that there would be a 
stronger impact of perceived low income on educational per- 
formance, aspirations, and expectations for girls was not 
supported. Two possible interpretations of the lack of con- 
firmation are offered: 

1. The data may reflect a true relationship, i.e., regard- 
less of controlling conditions introduced, the relation- 
ship would be similar. 

2. Cultural expectations with regard to educational and 
occupational aspirations and expectations vary by sex; 
girls are not expected to aspire to or achieve at the 
same levels as boys or higher with regard to educa- 
tional and occupational goals. Hence, if we controlled 
for level of commitment to cultural double standards 
by sex, the relationship might have been different. 
Unfortunately, the survey instrument did not include 
a measure of commitment to traditional sex roles. 

The study provided evidence that some boys and girls 
from low income families had become apa'hetic about school 
and their opportunities. However, mmy reported higher 
levels of self-appraisal and higher levels of educational per- 
formance, aspirations and expectations than would be expected 
from persons in poverty. On balance, we conclude that there 
is only partial support for the hypothesis that poverty leads 
to resignation from society and rejection of societal values 
and goals in the rural population of Washington. We remind 
the reader that the sample contained few, if any, representa- 
tives of racial or ethnic minorities and no students who 
lived in urban places (10,000 or over). Consequently, the 
foregoing observations about the impact of poverty should 
not be extrapolated without further research to minority 
groups nor to urban residents. 



IMPLICATIONS 



The fact that many boys and girls from low income fami- 
lies do have high educational aspirations and expectations and 
good grades as well as a high appraisal of their own abilities 
suggests the existence of: 

l Wayne L. Larson was a Research Assistant, and Walter L. Slocum 
is a Rural Sociologist, Rural Sociology Department, Washington 
State University. Work was conducted under project 1943. 



1. an awareness that education is crucial for upward oc- 
cupational mobility 

2. a determination to realize individual potential through 
educational achievement. 

This means that for a substantial proportion of rural high 
school students from low income families, the need is not 





the generation of aspirations but rather assistance in reaching 
goals already held. For many such students, financial assistance 
in attending college, or expanding community colleges and 
in effect bringing colleges closer to the poor, may very well 
be the most important form of help that society can provide. 

For those who have resigned from society, the problem 



is both different and more difficult. We are not prepared at 
this time to suggest detailed remedial programs. There are 
enough apathetic students, however, to warrant more attention 
and resources than are now being devoted to solution of the 
complex problems involved. 



INTRODUCTION 



Although Washington ranked 12th in personal per 
capita income in 1965, and 11th in 1950 and I960, it is not 
devoid of low income families even among those with white, 
employed family heads. Data from the I960 census for 
Washington indicate that 10.4% of all white family heads 
who are employed had annual incomes below $4,000. 2 While 
13.5% of rural-nonfarm families had incomes below $4,000, 
approximately 30% (30.3) of rural-farm families reported 
incomes of less than $4,000 from all sources. A major 
conclusion to be drawn from these data is that families who 
live in rural areas are more likely to have lower incomes 
than families who reside in rural-nonfarm or urban places. 
If we combine the information on family income with the 
finding from James S. Coleman’s ( 1 ) study that rural schools 
tend to be "inferior in quality” when compared with urban 
schools, we can infer that rural students compete at a rela- 
tive disadvantage in the educational process. With two notable 
exceptions (10, 13), the literature on the direct or indirect 
relationship of family income to educational aspirations, 
achievements, and expectations is rich with supportive infer- 
ences, but weak on supportive data. Paul Wallin and Leslie 
C. Waldo state in a monograph, "Published research on social 
class differences in school adjustment is conspicuous by its 
paucity.” (13) Although we somewhat agree with this state- 
ment, we would qualify their assessment by suggesting that 
systematic quantitative treatment of the relationship between 
social class and school adjustment was conspicuous by its 
absence. In spite of this situation, there does seem to be 
consensus that a direct relationship exists, or would exist, 
between socio-economic status and school adjustment and, 
ultimately, one’s life chances. 

The explanation of this relationship usually takes one of 
the following forms. The family in the lower social class 
or low-income frmily does not provide: 

1. the necessary motivation in the form of expressed 
values and attitudes concerning the importance of edu- 
cation 

2. strong sanctions to increase the probability of con- 
formity to middle class achievement norms and values 

3. role modes with high levels of educational achieve- 
ment to emulate 

4. educational resources or materials to enhance interest 
and development in education 

2 The income category which was most congruent with families in this 
study was husband-wife families, head and earner, two children 
under 18 years of age. By our sampling criteria, a family had to 
have one child in high school and many had more than one in high 
school. In the more extensive study, 60% of the respondents 
indicated that they had brothers living in their house, 56.5% that 
they had sisters; 64.6% indicated that they had one to three brothers 
or sisters alive at the time of the study. Allowing for some mutual 
identification of the presence of a sibling, one could infer indirectly 
that families in this sample most closely approximated the census 
classification of family mentioned above. 



5. the financial support necessary for achievement for 
students who do not fall under categories 1-4 above, 
i.e., those who have the ability and motivation. 

Friends and other people with whom children of lower 
socio-economic status frequently interact are themselves de- 
prived of the psychological, social and material resources listed 
above. Thus, their friends and schoolmates in lower-class 
schools or neighborhoods cannot, or do not, provice the re- 
sources that are lacking. Some researchers have reported 
that middle-class teachers and other school personnel (imply- 
ing tnat they are, have been and always will be middle class) 
discriminate against lower-class children, not necessarily be- 
cause they are lower class but because they do not exhibit 
middle-class traits in the classroom. (3, 4, 6) In spite of 
the presence of some or all of these provisions, some lower- 
class children and students do aspire to, and sometimes achieve 
relatively high levels of education or enter professional level 
occupations. An obvious explanation for the departure from 
expected levels of aspiration or performance is that these 
"deviants” reside in homes where parents themselves depart 
from expected patterns of value commitment and expression, 
patterns of sanctioning, and provisions of developmental edu- 
cational resource materials. There is evidence to support this 
explanation. (7, 13) In addition, lower-class children are 
exposed through mass media and by personal contact to higher 
levels of living and higher educational aspirations of peers. 
The fact that some do not resign suggests that ideals die 
hard, or that idealistic notions are partially effective under 
certain interacting circumstances. Placing the major burden 
of explanation on family of origin does not negate the effect 
of friends and teachers on variation in educational and occu- 
pational aspirations, achievements and expectations. 

The explanations for variation in students’ aspirations, 
achievements and expectations have received weak to strong 
support in the literature. ^We do not intend to make an issue 
of the validity of these findings. Rather, we raise an addi- 
tional question. What are some of the conditions under 
which low-family-income affects students’ life chances? For 
example, are there differences between boys and girls, urban 
and rural residents, or differences dependent on the type of 
indicator or scale used to measure socio-economic status 
(S.E.S.), or family income (as one indicator of social class)? 

The objective of this paper is to test the general proposi- 
tion that low family income tends to depress students’ aspira- 
tions, achievements and expectations. The proposition will be 
tested controlling for sex, residence and family income. 

The indirect consequences of low income are probably 
highly related and difficult to separate because of the high 
degree of association between them. The following explana- 
tory sketch specifies some of the dimensions of achieve- 
ment, aspirations and expectations which combine and inter- 



act to produce resignation from the idealistic notion that 
everyone who wants to do so can "make it” in our society. 
Arrival at a state of resignation by lower class youth is prob- 
ably a consequence of a growing awareness that their life 
chances are relatively restricted. 

It is our contention that a state of resignation is reached 
after a series of self-evaluations occurs over a period of time, 
from kindergarten through high school. The cumulative re- 
sult is a generalized self-appraisal index which influences a 
scaling down of aspirations and expectations. We suggest 
that by the time a student reaches senior high school he has 
been partially sensitized to his appropriate position in the 
social structure. The indices which would enter into a fully 
satisfactory self-appraisal index are undefined in total, but 
in our study there are several which appear as logical candi- 
dates since the literature indicates they vary directly with 
income. 

These indicators are: 

1. grades received in school 

2. type of course work in which the student is enrolled 

3. assessment of ability by teachers 

4. degree of acceptance in school by peers 

5. perception of parents’ ability to provide financial as- 
sistance for higher education, entrepreneurship, or en- 
trance into professional or managerial occupations. 

If students receive low grades, enroll in vocational or non- 
college preparatory curricula, are not encouraged by teachers, 
are not accepted by peers, and finally even if they score high 
on some of the self-appraisal indices, but see no possibility of 
financial support in educational or occupational pursuits, we 
would expect several outcomes. First, their conceptions of 
self would be affected, we assume negatively. Second, their 
educational and occupational aspirations, achievements and 
expectations would be affected, we assume downward. Third, 
the total picture would be one of resignation to low levels of 
education, low occupational achievement and their con- 
comitants. The whole process would culminate in the stu- 
dents’ awareness that they were destined to lower-class 
citizenship in our society, i.e., by our definition, resignation. 
Hence, when they were asked to decide on future educational 
and occupational goals, they would decide according to the 
cumulative and collective definition of their appropriate 
position in the educational and occupational hierarchy. This 
simplified explanatory sketch of the process of resignation 
needs further amplification to specify some of the conditions 
under which this line of reasoning holds. 

One question which tends to be ignored is the extent 
to which individuals, particularly young people, are aware of 
the degree to which they are economically deprived. (7) 
We assume that there are enough clues and cues (e.g., style 
of living indices in the form of clothing, housing, and recre- 
ation) to penetrate most perceptual barriers that individuals 
may develop about actual income and its relationship to their 
relative worth. But are there sociological categories which 
preclude or restrict the scope or intensity (or both) of invidi- 
ous comparisons of self with others with whom interaction 
takes place? Since differences have been reported in educa- 
tional aspirations, school performance and occupational choices 
or pursuits by sex, we would hypothesize that being a mem- 
ber of a low income family might have differential effects 



depending on one’s sex. (5, 12) Another sociological vari- 
able which might contribute to differential effects of poverty 
on students’ aspirations and expectations is residence. The 
literature provides many illustrations of variation in person- 
ality, motivation, attitudes toward education and performance 
because of residence of students. (8) Consequently, sex and 
residence should be introduced into our explanatory sketch as 
control variables. 

Another question which has seldom been raised, at least 
directly, concerns the extent of correspondence between dif- 
ferent measures of relative family income. If there is a lack 
of correspondence between students’ perception of family in- 
come and parents’ report of actual dollar income, would the 
lack of correspondence contribute to unexpected variations in 
levels of aspiration and expectation by level of income? 
Differences in degree of correspondence could of course vary 
by sex and residence of the respondent, further complicating 
the relationship between level of income and measures of 
aspiration or expectation. To illustrate, a student may not 
be aware of the fact that his parents’ level of income differs 
substantially from that of other parents. Therefore, his 
conception of self may not be affected negatively, a condi- 
tion which might inhibit', or in some cases even prevent, 
resignation. Thus, we would hypothesize that those low in- 
come students who are most apt to be aware of status dif- 
ferences should exhibit the greatest scaling down of aspira- 
tions and expectations, or levels of achievement. 

The literature on the subject would lead us to hypothesize 
that low income would have a constant effect regardless of the 
particular indices of family income utilized, or the sex and 
residence of the student, i.e., income would be directly related 
to educational and occupational aspirations, achievements, and 
expectations. However, we would expect that there would be 
differences in the magnitude and, possibly, direction of the 
relationship when sex and residence of students or indicants 
of family income are controlled. 

Since there have been few theoretical formulations or 
empirical studies specifying patterns of variation by the 
control classifications mentioned above, we will report the 
findings from testing several hypotheses. The discussion will 
include an ad hoc explanation and interpretation of the find- 
ings when they suggest possibilities for filling in or modify- 
ing the explanatory sketch. 

As stated above, the principal objective of this study is 
to test the general proposition that low family income ad- 
versely affects one’s life chances because of its depressant ef- 
fect on desire, perception of self and eventually performance. 
Since education is the most important mechanism for im- 
proving one’s life chances relative to others, the two measures 
(indicators) of family income will be correlated with selected 
attributes of students that appear to be most promising for 
predicting levels of achievement in educational and occupa- 
tional pursuits. These variables (attributes) can be grouped 
into five somewhat exclusive categories. They are: 

A. school adjustment: preparation and interest 

1. school grades, i.e., A, B, C, D, or F, measured by 
students’ reports of typical grades received in high 
school on their last report card 

2. type of course work taken (or anticipated), i.e., 
college preparatory curriculum or vocational pre- 
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paratory curriculum, measured by semesters of 
course work taken of each type 

3. degree of interest in course work 

4. discussion of educational and occupational plans 
with teachers, measured by a direct question on 
frequency of discussion 

5. influence of teachers on college plans 

B. acceptance in subculture of school 

1. number of leadership positions held in high school 

2. perception of whether students belonged to lead- 
ing crowd 

C. personal evaluation, measured with self concept scales 

1. physical self 

2. social self 

3. academic self 

4. emotional self 

D. aspirations, expectations and military plans 

1. educational aspirations 

2. educational expectations 

3. occupational aspirations 

4. occupational expectations 

5. military plans (boys only) 

E. financial assistance in educational and occupational 

pursuits 

1. perception of parents’ willingness to finance stu- 
dents in possible educational and occupational pur- 
suits. 

The sample of students studied in this paper was from 
30 Washington high schools in towns or cities of 10,000 
population or less according to the I960 census. The study 
was initiated in 1964. The data were obtained by question- 
naires administered in classrooms to students, through inter- 
views, and by mail for parents. The sample used in this 
study was composed of roughly proportionate numbers of 
farm and nonfarm students. The two residential classifica- 
tions were matched on sex, grade in school, and self-reported 
grades in school. The number of students answering the 
personal evaluation questions is restricted because these ques- 
tions were at the end of a long questionnaire. Of the students 
selected for interviewing, 95% were interviewed. Of the 
972 parents sent questionnaires, 70% responded. lowered 



Hypothesis 1 : The lower the family income, the lower the 

number of semesters of college preparatory 
courses taken, anticipated, or both, in high 

school. 

Total semester hours of college preparatory courses was 
based on semesters of course work taken or anticipated, be- 
yond state requirements, in algebra, biology, chemistry, foreign 
languages, physics, geometry and trigonometry. 

The data reported in Tables 2 and 3 support this hypothesis. 
The direction of the relationship is positive, controlling for 
sex and residence independently, for both measures of fami- 
ly income. The only exception to this hypothesis was found 
for farm boys on the parents’ report. The closest relation- 
ship was reported for all girls and nonfarm boys. 



response of parents reduced the possible number of com- 
parisons of student perception of income and parents’ report 
of their annual family income. Hence some bias may have 
been introduced into the study. The subsample of students 
and their respective parents included in this analysis included 
601 parents and students. There were 290 boys and 311 
girls. The ratio of nonfarm to farm students was two to one; 
there were 202 farm students and 399 nonfarm students. 
When sex, income, and residence of students in this sample 
was compared with sex, income, and residence of students 
in the more extensive study, the subsample was quite repre- 
sentative. (10) However, a comparison of income distribu- 
tion of families in this subsample with all white, rural or rural- 
nonfarm families in the I960 census indicated that this 
subsample was over-represented in the high income category, 
but under-represented in the low income category. (14) 
Income data from a 1964 nationwide sample of white farm 
and nonfarm families also indicated a probable under-repre- 
sentation of low income families. (16) There was a time 
lapse of 5 years between these two reports of family income. 
Therefore, some of the difference could have been accounted 
for by an average increase in family income, or it could 
simply be sampling or nonsampling error. It is also possible 
that some part of the difference may have been due to income 
differences between families with children in high school, 
presumably in the prime of life, and all Washington families, 
including the very old and the young. Two indicators of 
family wealth were utilized in this study. The first measure 
was obtained from students’ perceptions of the relative amount 
of income and wealth of their family relative to other fami- 
lies in the community. 3 The second measure was obtained 
from parents of these same students. Parents were asked to 
report their actual dollar income. 4 In the findings and dis- 
cussion section of the study these two measures will be re- 
ferred to as S.R. (students’ report of family income) and 
P.R. (parents’ report of income). The degree of association 
between these two measures is reported in Table 1. 

All hypotheses were tested using both measures of family 
income. We expected that the relationship would be strong- 
est in the direction predicted when parents’ report of income 
was compared with- attributes discussed in the previous section, 
but variation by sex, residence, or both was anticipated. 



The negative results on the parents’ report for farm boys 
can probably be explained by high income boys’ plans to 
farm. For these boys, vocational courses would have as much 

3 Students were asked to indicate theit family’s relative standing on 
wealth and income on the following continuum: 

In terms of income and wealth of families in my community, 
I think my family is: 

a. considerably above c. average 

average d. below average 

b. above average e. considerably below average 

4 The question read as follows : 

The 1964 income for my family from all sources was: (if you 
do not know exactly, make the best guess you can) 

1. under $2,000 2. $ 2,000-$2,999 3. $ 3,000-$3,999 

4. $4,00044,999 5. $ 5,000-$5,999 6. $ 6,00047,499 

7. $7,50049,999 8. $10,000-$ 14,999 9. $15,000 & over 
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utility as college preparatory courses, or more. A previous 
analysis indicates that a similar explanation is plausible for 
those planning or expecting to attend graduate school as 
opposed to completing a bachelor’s degree. (11) 

Hypothesis 2\ The lower the family income, the higher the 
number of semesters of vocational courses 
taken, anticipated, or both, in high school. 

Total semester hours of vocational courses was based on 
semesters of shop, vocational agriculture, and business courses 
taken in high school for boys. For girls, the sum of voca- 



TabLE 1. Degree of association between students’ perception of 
family income and wealth, and parents’ report of dollar 
income, by sex of student 



Students 




Parents' Income 
Collapsed into 
Three Groups 

(Contingency 

Coefficient) 


Parents' Income 
Uncollapsed, 
Nine Groupings 

(Contingency 

Coefficient) 


Boys 




.296 


.474 


Girls 




.404 


.488 


All students 


.345 


.444 


Table 2. 


Semesters 


of college preparatory course work* of farm 




and nonfarm boys and girls by family 


income (S.R.) 


Semesters 


College 

Preparatory 


Low Income 


Average Income High Income 


Total 


Work 

Farm 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) (#)(%) 


(#)(%) Gamma 



Low 


7 


35 


27 


22 


10 


16 


44 


22 


.170 


High 


2 


10 


16 


13 


12 


20 


30 


15 




Nonfarm 


Low 


13 


35 


74 


30 


18 


16 


105 


26 


.205 


High 


3 


8 


31 


12 


20 


17 


54 


14 




Boys 


Low 


11 


50 


42 


24 


16 


17 


69 


24 


.231 


High 


1 


4 


33 


19 


23 


24 


57 


20 




Girls 


Low 


9 


26 


59 


30 


12 


15 


80 


26 


.144 


High 


4 


11 


14 


7 


9 


11 


27 


9 





0 Low number of courses was none, and high was more than seven 
semesters. 



tional courses was based on business and home economics 
courses taken in high school. 

There v/as support for this hypothesis in all control clas- 
sifications except farm girls, for whom there was a low posi- 
tive correlation. The strength of the relationship was great- 
er for the parents’ report than students’ report, boys than girls, 
and nonfarm than farm students (Tables 4 and 5). 

On the average, the degree of association was higher 
for college preparatory than vocational course work. This 
can be attributed to the relatively higher proportion of high 
income students in the "high” vocational course work category. 

When the findings from testing hypotheses 1 and 2 are 
considered simultaneously, a marked tendency for "sponsoring” 
low income students into vocational courses and high income 
students into college preparatory courses is indicated, most 
strongly for nonfarm boys. 

Hypothesis 3: The lower the family income, the lower the 

reported grades received on report cards for 
last semester. 

Findings from previous studies indicated that school 
grades as reported by students would vary directly with in- 



TabLE 3. Semesters of college preparatory course work 11 of farm 
and nonfarm boys and girls by family Income (P.R.) 

Semesters 

College Low Income Average Income High Income Total 

Preparatory 

Work (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) Gamma 

Farm 



Low 


8 


31 


29 


23 


13 


26 


50 


25 


.057 


High 


2 


8 


18 


14 


7 


14 


27 


13 




Nonfarm 


Low 


20 


45 


78 


29 


19 


22 


117 


29 


.292 


High 


1 


2 


31 


11 


19 


22 


51 


13 




Boys 


Low 


15 


43 


46 


24 


18 


27 


79 


27 


.170 


High 


2 


6 


37 


20 


16 


24 


55 


19 




Girls 


Low 


13 


37 


61 


29 


14 


20 


88 


28 


.362 


High 


1 


3 


12 


6 


10 


14 


23 


7 





a Low number ^ courses was none , and high was more than seven 
semesters. 



Table 4. 


Semesters 


of vocational 


course 


work ft 


of farm and 


non- 


Table 5. 


Semesters 


of vocational 


course 


work* 


of : 


farm and 


non- 




farm boys and girls by family 


income (S.R.) 






farm boys 


and girls by family 


income (P.R.) 




Semesters 


















Semesters 




















Vocational 


Low Income 


Average Income 


High Income 


Total 




Vocational 


Low Income 


Average Income 


High Income 




To^al 




Course 


















Course 




















Work 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) Gamma 


Work 


(#)(%) 


<#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) Gamma 


Farm 


















Farm 




















Low 


3 


15 


78 


15 


6 


10 


27 13 


-.045 


Low 


3 


11 


30 


24 


10 


20 


43 


21 


-.116 


High 


2 


10 


23 


19 


7 


11 


32 16 




High 


6 


23 


14 


11 


8 


16 


28 


14 




Nonfarm 


















Nonfarm 




















Low 


2 


5 


22 


9 


9 


8 


33 8 


-.113 


Low 


7 


16 


45 


17 


16 


18 


68 


17 


-.130 


High 


7 


19 


32 


14 


13 


11 


52 13 




High 


10 


23 


26 


10 


10 


11 


46 


11 




Boys 


















Boys 




















Low 


2 


9 


16 


9 


7 


7 


25 9 


-.190 


Low 


4 


11 


13 


7 


8 


12 


25 


9 


-.233 


High 


5 


23 


48 


28 


17 


18 


70 24 




High 


15 


43 


38 


20 


18 


27 


71 


24 




Girls 


















Girls 




















Low 


3 


9 


24 


12 


8 


10 


35 11 


-.037 


Low 


6 


17 


62 


30 


18 


26 


86 


28 


-.039 


High 


4 


11 


7 


4 


3 


4 


14 4 




High 


1 


3 


2 


1 


0 


0 


3 


1 




* Low number of courses was 


none, 


and high was more than 


seven 


a Low number of courses was 


none, 


and high was more than 


seven 



semesters. semesters. 
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come. The data in Tables 6 and 7 lend consistent evidence 
to support the hypothesis. There is a positive correlation be- 
tween grades and income regardless of sex and residence on 
the S.R. However, on the P.R., a negative correlation was 
found for farm students on the parents’ report. 

Since there was no trend toward consistent contradictory 
findings for farm students on income and its relationship to 
other variables, and this was not the case on the S.R., we 
can only assume that farm students are less "accurate” than 
nonfarm students in reporting grades, family income, or both. 
Data in Table 7 indicate that farm students in the high income 
category had a higher proportion of students reporting low 
grades than farm students in the low and average income 
categories. However, they also reported higher grades than 
farm students in other income categories. 

Hypothesis 4: The lower the family income, the . lower the 

proportion of students who indicated that 
teachers had encouraged them to enroll in 

college. 



There is little support for this hypothesis. Previous re- 
search suggested that some bias might be present in the case 
of special treatment of upper- and middle-class students by 
middle-class teachers. (3, 6) In the student report, farm 
students and all girls in low income groups reported more 
encouragement (or as much encouragement) than students 
in average and high income groups. Data from Table 9 
taken from the parents’ report of income do not indicate a 
systematic bias by teachers, althought there is some support 
for all control classifications except farm students. 

Some caution should be taken in interpretation of these 
data as reflecting a lack of teacher bias, or presence of teacher 
bias. First, the differences where present are relatively small. 
And, second, the data are the perceptions of students, and 
hence do not necessarily reflect the actual situation, i.e., what 
teachers actually do, or their more subtle attempts to "ex- 
plain” to students that they should not make plans to enroll 
in college. The fact that only five students indicated that 
teachers had discouraged them from attending college reveals 



Table 6. Self reported grades'* of farm and nonfarm boys and 
girls by family income (S.R.) 

Low Income Average Income High Income Total 

Grades (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) Gamma 



Farm 


Low 


3 


15 


28 


23 


12 


20 


46 


23 


.114 


High 


5 


25 


31 


26 


23 


38 


59 


29 




Nonfarm „ . 


Low 


13 


23 


67 


27 


25 


22 


102 


26 


.149 


High 


4 


11 


68 


28 


38 


33 


110 


28 




Boys 

Low 


11 


50 


66 


38 


23 


25 


100 


35 


.173 


High 


8 


37 


48 


33 


46 


49 


112 


39 




Girls 


Low 


3 


14 


32 


17 


14 


17 


51 


16 


.199 


High 


5 


14 


65 


34 


38 


46 


108 


35 





“ Low grades were mostly C’s, C’s & D’s, D’s, D’s & F s, i.e., C s or 
less. High grades were mostly A’s, A’s & B’s, and B’s, i.e., B’s and 
above. 



Table 7. Self reported grades'* of farm and nonfarm boys and 
girls by family income (P-R-) 

Low Income Average Income High Income Total 

(#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) Gamma 



Farm _ . . 


Low 


7 


27 


25 


20 


14 


29 


46 


23 


-.014 


High 


7 


27 


37 


29 


15 


31 


59 


29 




Nonfarm . . 


Low 


18 


41 


69 


26 


18 


21 


105 


26 


.267 


High 


2 


4 


76 


28 


32 


37 


110 


28 




Boys 

Low 


17 


48 


62 


33 


21 


32 


100 


34 


.126 


High 


8 


23 


79 


42 


25 


38 


112 


39 




Girls 


Low 


8 


23 


32 


15 


11 


16 


51 


16 


.213 


High 


5 


14 


71 


34 


32 


46 


108 


35 





a Low grades were mostly C’s, C’s & D’s, D’s, D’s & F’s, i.e., C’s or 
less. High grades were mostly A’s, A’s & B’s, and B’s, i.e., B’s and 
above. 



Table 8. Effect of teachers’ encouragement on college attendance 
of farm and nonfarm boys and girls by family income 
(S.R.) 

Encourage- Low Income Average Income High Income Total 

Tochers (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) Gammaa 



Farm 



No effect 


8 


44 


62 


55 


27 


50 


97 


53 


Encouraged 


10 


56 


48 


45 


27 


50 


85 


47 


Nonfarm 


No effect 


21 


62 


136 


59 


61 


59 


218 


59 


Encouraged 


13 


38 


95 


41 


43 


41 


151 


41 


Boys 


No effect 


11 


58 


87 


55 


46 


56 


144 


56 


Encouraged 


8 


42 


71 


45 


36 


44 


115 


44 


Girls 


No effect 


18 


55 


111 


60 


42 


55 


151 


59 


Encouraged 


15 


45 


72 


40 


34 


45 


121 


41 



"Since there were only two data points, gamma was not computed. 



TABLE 9. Effect of teachers’ encouragement on college attendance 
of farm and nonfarm boys and girls by family income 
( p .R.) 

Encourage- Low Income Average Income High Income Total 

Teachers (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) Gamma* 



Farm 



No effect 


13 


52 


62 


54 


22 


48 


97 


53 


Encouraged 


12 


48 


53 


46 


20 


52 


85 


47 


Nonfarm 


No effect 


27 


69 


142 


57 


49 


60 


218 


59 


Encouraged 


12 


31 


107 


43 


33 


40 


152 


41 


Boys 


No effect 


19 


59 


91 


54 


34 


57 


144 


55 


Encouraged 


13 


41 


77 


46 


26 


43 


116 


45 


Girls 


No effect 


21 


66 


113 


58 


37 


58 


171 


59 


Encouraged 


11 


34 


83 


42 


27 


42 


121 


41 



11 Since there were only two data points, gamma was not computed. 
Discouraged from attending college was not used since there were 
only five cases, all from the average income category on both reports. 
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the saliency with which higher education for all is valued in 
our society. 

Hypothesis J>: The lower the family income, the less the 

discussion of educational and occupational 
plans with teachers, 



Table 10. Amount of discussion of educational and occupational 
plans" of farm and nonfarm boys and girls with teachers, 
by family income (S.R.) 

Amount of Low Income Average Income High Income Total 

Discussion _ 

of Plans (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) Gamma 



Farm 



Low 


7 


37 


49 


41 


33 


54 89 


44 


-.223 


High 


1 


5 


8 


7 


2 


3 11 


5 




Nonfarm 


Low 


14 


38 


125 


51 


52 


46 191 


48 


-.025 


High 


3 


8 


10 


4 


3 


3 16 


4 




Boys 

Low 


6 


29 


81 


47 


44 


47 131 


46 


-.153 


High 


0 


0 


11 


6 


3 


3 14 


5 




Girls 


Low 


15 


43 


93 


48 


41 


50 149 


50 


-.096 


High 


4 


11 


7 


4 


2 


2 13 


4 





Q Low discussion equals none. High discussion equals “very much” 
discussion. 



Much to our surprise, there was little or no support for 
this hypothesis. The direction of relationship as reported 
in Tables 10, 11 and 12 was negative, except for nonfarm 
boys, .003, S.R. and .023 P.R. 

One of the factors which may have affected this relation- 
ship was that class standing in high school was not controlled. 
Senior students discussed their plans more frequently with 
teachers in this sample of students. Hence, if we had con- 
trolled for class standing, different results might have oc- 
curred. Another plausible explanation for the negative rela- 
tionship for boys is that high income farm boys planning 
to farm might not feel a need to discuss their plans with 
teachers. The data, when sex and residence are controlled 
simultaneously, lend only indirect and weak support to this 
line of reasoning. An examination of Table 12 reveals that 
high income farm boys have the highest proportion in the 
"no discussion of plans with teachers,” wnereas for nonfarm 
boys in the P.R., the reverse holds. The strength of the 
relationship was greater in the S.R. than in the P.R. 

Hypothesis 6\ The lower the family income, the loiver the 
interest in school course work. 

Data from Tables 13 and 14 suggest there is support for 
this hypothesis on all control classifications in the S.R., and 
for farm and nonfarm boys on the P.R. 



Table 11 . Amount of discussion of educational and occupational 
plans" of farm and nonfarm boys and girls with teachers 
by family income (P.R.) 



Amount of 


Low Income 


Average Income 


High Income 




Total 




Dkriission _ 


of Plans 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


Gamma 


Farm 


Low 


9 


36 


59 


47 


21 


43 


89 


44 


-.066 


High 


2 


8 


8 


6 


1 


2 


11 


5 




Nonfarm 


Low 


25 


57 


121 


45 


45 


52 


191 


48 


-.030 


High 


3 


7 


12 


4 


1 


1 


16 


4 




Boys 

Low 


16 


52 


85 


45 


31 


46 


131 


45 


-.028 


High 


2 


6 


10 


5 


2 


3 


14 


5 




Girls 


Low 


18 


53 


96 


46 


35 


51 


149 


48 


-.057 


High 


3 


9 


10 


5 


0 


0 


13 


4 





8 See footnote, Table 10. 



TABLE 12. Amount of discussion of educational and occupational 
plans" of farm and nonfarm boys with teachers by 
family income (S.R.) and (P.R-) 

Amount of Low Income Average Income High Income Total 

Di c cussion 

Of Plans (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) Gamma 

Farm Boys 



P.R. Low 


6 


43 


26 


46 12 


52 


44 


47 


-.113 


S.R. Low 


3 


38 


23 


40 18 


62 


44 


47 


-.282 



Nonfarm 

Boys 



P.R. Low 


10 


48 


58 


45 


19 


43 


87 


45 


.023 


S.R. Low 


3 


23 


58 


50 


26 


41 


87 


45 


.003 



" "Low” discussion students were those who checked the "not at all” 
blank on the question, "To what extent have you discussed your 
plans with one or more teachers.” 



Table 13. Amount of interest in school course work" of farm and 
nonfarm boys and girls by family income (S.R.) 

Interest Low Income Average Income High Income Total 

Work° 01 (#)(<%) (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) Gamma 



Farm 


Low 


7 


35 


30 


25 


15 


25 


52 


26 


.109 


High 


2 


10 


15 


12 


10 


16 


27 


13 




Nonfarm 


Low 


10 


27 


73 


29 


24 


21 


107 


27 


.136 


High 


5 


13 


29 


12 


19 


16 


53 


13 




Boys 

Low 


12 


54 


64 


37 


26 


28 


102 


35 


.210 


High 


1 


4 


22 


13 


12 


13 


35 


12 




Girls 


Low 


5 


14 


39 


20 


13 


16 


57 


18 


.092 


High 


6 


17 


22 


11 


17 


21 


45 


14 





" Low equals interest in little or none. High equals interest in all or 
most course work. 



TABLE 14. Amount of interest in school course work" of farm and 
nonfarm boys and girls by family income (P.R.) 



Interest 


Low Income 


Average Income 


High Income 




Total 




in School 
Work 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


Gamma 


Farm 
















26 


.079 


Low 


9 


36 


33 


26 


10 


20 


52 


High 

Nonfarm 


4 


16 


18 


14 


5 


10 


27 


13 


.156 


Low 


12 


27 


79 


29 


17 


19 


108 


27 


High 


4 


9 


34 


13 


15 


17 


53 


13 




Boys 

Low 


17 


50 


71 


38 


15 


22 


103 


35 


.297 


High 


2 


6 


22 


12 


11 


16 


35 


12 




Girls 


















-.065 


Low 


4 


11 


41 


20 


12 


17 


57 


18 


High 


6 


17 


30 


14 


9 


13 


45 


14 





“See footnote, Table 13. 
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The only exception to the support for this hypothesis 
was reported for girls as noted in Table 14. It is quite pos- 
sible that girls from high income families do not see the 
utility of course work for their future plans, but that boys 
see that vocational courses develop work skills that may lead 
to good jobs or that college preparatory courses are essential 
to fulfill college plans or aspirations. Hence, if occupational 
aspirations or plans were controlled for girls, family income 
might be related to interest in course work in the direction 
predicted in the hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 7: The lower the family income, the lower the 

number of leadership positions that students 
will indicate they occupy in school. 

There is consistent support for this hypothesis in both 
family-income reports, especially in the low category of leader- 
ship, i.e., no leadership positions. Boys and farm students 
appear to be most affected by low income. However, the 
magnitude of the gammas reported in Tables 15 and 16 indi- 
cates that a positive, but weak, relationship exists between 
family income and number of leadership positions. The 
strongest support for this hypothesis was evident for boys, 
especially farm boys. Data in Tables 15 and 16 suggest 
that many students regardless of sex or residence do not hold 
leadership positions in their respective schools. Whether 



somewhat equal representation is due to deliberate attempts 
to maintain democratic appearances, or to voting and selec- 
tion patterns being associated with socio-economic position 
of students, cannot be ascertained from the data. 

A plausible reason for the low positive relationship is the 
contextual situation in which this study was carried out, i.e., 
relatively small rural high schools. Small schools provide 
opportunity for a greater proportion of students to participate 
in activities, thus increasing the probability of exposure of 
students from all class or income groupings. Finally, the 
self-reports used may not be congruent with occupying a 
leadership position, or the concept "leadership position” may 
have been unclear. 

Hypothesis 8: The lower the family income, the lower the 

proportion of students who will indicate that 
they are members of the "leading crowd.” 

Findings from James S. Coleman’s study and others of a 
high school would lead us to predict that low family income 
would decrease the probability of being accepted in the "domi- 
nant” or popular groups within the high school. (2) The 
data lend relatively strong support to this hypothecs in the 
case of nonfarm students, and to a lesser extent in the case 
of boys. Data in Tables 17 and 18 indicate there is support 
for the hypothesized relationships for all control classifications. 



TABLE 15. Leadership positions in school" of farm and nonfarm 
boys and girls by family income (S.R.) 



TABLE 16. Leadership positions in school" of farm and nonfarm 
boys and girls by family income (P.R.) 



Number < 


Low Income 


Average Income 


High Income 




Total 




Number 


Low Income 


Average Income 


High Income 




Total 




Leadership 




















Leadership 




















Positions 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


(# 


)(%) 


(#)(%) 


Gamma 


Positions 


(#)( 


%) 


(#)(<%) 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


Gamma 


Farm 




















Farm 




















Low 


9 


64 


54 


48 


21 


36 


84 


44 


.071 


Low 


13 


54 


56 


46 


15 


33 


84 


44 


.109 


High 


4 


20 


16 


14 


7 


12 


27 


14 




High 


6 


25 


24 


20 


10 


21 


40 


21 




Nonfarm 




















Nonfarm 




















Low 


21 


60 


106 


46 


56 


49 


183 


48 


.052 


Low 


19 


49 


125 


49 


39 


45 


183 


48 


.024 


High 


4 


11 


28 


12 


12 


10 


44 


12 




High 


9 


23 


44 


17 


20 


23 


73 


21 




Boys 




67 




46 












Boys 


16 


















Low 


14 


73 


40 


42 


127 


46 


.115 


Low 


52 


85 


47 


26 


40 


127 


46 


.111 


High 


3 


14 


25 


16 


12 


13 


40 


14 




High 


7 


23 


30 


17 


15 


23 


52 


19 




Girls 




















Girls 




















Low 


16 


47 


87 


47 


37 


47 


140 


47 


.015 


Low 


16 


50 


96 


49 


28 


41 


140 


47 


.047 


High 


5 


15 


19 


10 


7 


9 


31 


10 




High 


8 


25 


38 


19 


15 


22 


61 


20 




a Low equals " 


none.” 


High equals more than five leadership positions. 


a Low equals "none.” 


High 


equals more than five leadership positions. 



Table 17. 


Proportion" of farm and nonfarm boys and girls belong- 


TABLE 18. Proportion" of 


farm and nonfarm boys 


and girls be- 


Belonging 
to Leading 
Crowd 


ing to " 
income 

Low Income 
(#)(%) 


'leading crowd” 
(S.R.) 

i Average Income 
(#)(%) 


in their high school by family 

High Income Total 

(#)(%) (#)(%) Gamma 


Belonging 
to Leading 
Crowd 


longing to "leading crowd” in their high schools by 
family income (P.R.) 

Low Income Average Income High Income Total 

(#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) Gamma 


Farm 

Low 


9 


64 


59 


63 


21 


60 


89 


63 


Farm 

Low 


14 


67 


57 


64 


18 


56 


89 


63 


High 


5 


36 


34 


37 


14 


40 


53 


37 


High 


7 


33 


32 


36 


14 


44 


53 


37 


Nonfarm 

Low 


23 


77 


125 


69 


52 


60 


200 


67 


Nonfarm 

Low 


24 


83 


140 


69 


37 


56 


201 


67 


High 


7 


23 


56 


31 


35 


40 


98 


33 


High 


5 


17 


64 


31 


29 


44 


98 


33 


Boys 

Low 


13 


69 


84 


65 


38 


53 


135 


62 


Boys 

Low 


20 


80 


88 


63 


28 


53 


136 


62 


High 


4 


31 


34 


35 


33 


47 


82 


38 


High 


5 


20 


52 


37 


25 


47 


82 


38 


Girls 

Low 


19 


70 


100 


69 


35 


69 


154 


69 


Girls 

Low 


18 


72 


109 


71 


27 


60 


154 


69 


High 


8 


30 


45 


31 


16 


31 


69 


31 


High 


7 


28 


44 


29 


18 


40 


69 


31 



" Low equals not belonging, and high equals belonging to the leading 
crowd. 
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However, girls on the student report are practically un- 
differentiated on not belonging to the leading crowd, but 
on the parents’ report girls in the low income families tend 
to have a lower proportion in the leading crowd. The lack 
of support for this hypothesis when controlling for sex can 
be accounted for by examining the data in Table 19, where 
sex and residence are controlled simultaneously. Data for 
not belonging are presented. 

The hypothesis does receive support for nonfarm girls on 
both reports, but not for farm girls. This was not the case 
when similar comparisons were made for farm and nonfarm 
boys. Hence, we would conclude that there is support for 
this hypothesis with the exception of farm girls. Nonfarm 
students in the low income category tend to report the lowest 
proportion of acceptance or “membership” in the leading 
crowd. Assuming our sample is representative, what reasons 
can be given for the differences in belonging or not belonging 
to the leading crowd, by sex and residence? One possible 
reason is that reporting of farm family income is less accurate 
than nonfarm family reporting. The strength of the relation- 
ship between family income and variables affecting one s 
life chanc ts tends to be closer for nonfarm than farm students. 
However, to infer that the reporting is less accurate is quite 
risky without some check on external validity of the income 
measure, especially when the strength of the relationship is 
greater for nonfarm than farm students on the student report. 
There is some variation in income by sex and residence 
reported in Table 20 in both student and parent reports of 
income. 

Differences by sex on the parents’ report, and by residence 
on the students’ report are negligible. The arbitrary breaks 
for income groups “cause” underestimation of low income 
on the S.R., which may account for the fact that relationships 



Table 19. Proportion of farm and nonfarm girls not belonging to 
leading crowd in high school by family income (S.R. 
and P.R.) 



Family Income — S.R. 

Low Avg. High 
Residence ( % ) ( % ) ( % ) 

Farm Girls 62 67 67 (N= 49) 

Nonfarm Girls 74 70 69 (N=105) 



Family Income — P.R. 

Low Avg. High 

( 96 ) ( 96 ) ( 96 ) 

60 72 50 (N= 49) 

80 71 64 (N=105) 



TABLE 20. Percentage distribution of farm and nonfarm boys and 
girls on family income, by student and parent report 
of income. 



Residence 
and Sex 



Residence 

Farm 

Nonfarm 

Sex 

Boys 

Girls 



Family 


Income — S.R. 


Family 


Incom 


e— P.R. 




Low 


Avg. 


High 


Low 


Avg. 


High 


TOTAL 


(£>) 


(%) 


(%) 


(%) 


(%) 


(%) 


(#) 


10.1 


59.8 


30.1 


12.4 


63.8 


23.8 


199 


9.2 


61.8 


29.0 


10.6 


67.5 


22.0 


393 


7.3 


59.9 


32.9 


11.2 


65.5 


23.4 


304 


11.3 


61.8 


26.9 


11.6 


66.5 


21.9 


319 



were stronger for the comparison of parental report of income 
and variables affecting one’s life chances than they were 
for student report. 

Hypothesis 9: The lower the income, the lower the evalua- 

ation of oneself on measures of physical, 
social, academic and emotional self, 

It was hypothesized that there would be a positive rela- 
tionship between family income and other indicators of one s 
relative worth as a student, contributing to, or reinforcing 
one’s conceptioh of different dimensions of self (physical, 
social, academic and emotional) . Four measures or dimen- 
sions of self were used in this study. The semantic differen- 
tial technique was used with four concepts and selected 
bipolar adjectives. 5 

The findings reported in Table 21 support the hypothesis 
on the parents’ and students’ reports for physical self, social 
self, and emotional self and for boys, girls, and nonfarm 
students on the academic self measure. Thus, the only excep- 
tion was farm students on the parents report for the academic 
self measure. However, when the responses to the bipolar 
set of adjectives in the academic self scale were subjected to 
Guttman scaling procedure (C.R. .95) and this final set of 
items was correlated with family income measures there were 
no exceptions. 6 On the average, the size of the correlation 



Table 21. Degree of association between family income. (S.R. and 
p.R.) and students’ evaluation of their physical, social, 
academic and emotional self, by residence and sex 





S.R. 

(Gamma) 


P.R. 

(Gamma) 




RESIDENCE 

Farm 


Physical 


.065 


.006 




Social 


.084 


.063 


(.088) 


Academic 


-.068 (.137)“ 


-.031 


Emotional 


.090 


.171 




Nonfarm 


Physical 


.144 


.070 




Social 


.129 


.048 


(.145) 


Academic 


.055 (.228) 


.214 


Emotional 


.046 


.031 




SEX 

Boys 


Physical 


.059 


. 118 , 




Social 


.019 


.225 


(.329) 


Academic 


.027 (.129) 


.214 


Emotional 


.121 


.178 




Girls 


Physical 


.138 


.003 




Social 


.069 


.079 


(•111) 


Academic 


.116 (.205) 


.015 


Emotional 


.113 


.092 





a Gammas in parentheses indicate degree of association between aca- 
demic self evaluation and family income when the 6-item Guttman 
scale was used. 



5 The number of students in this analysis differs from the number 
in all other hypotheses because questions on self evaluation were not 
used in all high schools. 

6 Six items from the original set of 12 were retained for the academic- 
self scale. 



0 
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(magnitude of the gamma) was increased when Guttman 
scale of academic self was used, in place of a simple sum of 
scores on the twelve bipolar adjectives. 

Hypothesis 10: The lower the family income, the lower the 

educational aspirations of students. 

There was uniform support for this hypothesis, for all 
control classifications. Data in Tables 22 and 23 indicate the 
closest relationship was reported for boys, .151 in S.R. and 
nonfarm students, .411 in P.R. The strength of the relation- 
ship was greater for the P.R. than on the S.R. as predicted 
for all control classifications except farm boys where the 
relationship was in the same direction but very slightly less 
in magnitude, .055 - S.R., and .051 - P.R. Variation in 
income obviously has the greatest effect on educational aspira- 
tions of boys. 

Hypothesis 11: The loiver the family income, the lower the 

educational expectations. 

As with educational aspirations, there was support for 
this hypothesis on all control classifications. The greatest 
support was found for nonfarm students, both boys and girls. 
The strength of the relationship tended to be greater on the 
parents’ report, i.e., the magnitude of the gamma was higher 
on the P.R. than on the student report. Data on the relation- 



TABLE 22. Educational aspirations of farm and nonfarm boys and 
girls by family income (S.R.) 

Educational Low Income Average Income High Income Total 

Aspirations (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) Gamma 



Farm 



Low 


4 


20 


8 


1 


2 


3 


14 


7 


.061 


High 


13 


65 


64 


54 


35 


58 


112 


56 




Nonfarm 


Low 


6 


17 


14 


6 


9 


8 


29 


7 


.120 


High 


17 


47 


122 


50 


67 


59 


206 


52 




Boys 


Low 


6 


29 


6 


3 


5 


5 


17 


6 


.151 


High 


11 


52 


103 


61 


62 


66 


176 


62 




Girls 


Low 


4 


11 


16 


8 


6 


7 


26 


8 


.019 


High 


19 


54 


A 


43 


40 


50 


142 


46 





TABLE 24. Educational expectations'* of farm and nonfarm boys and 
girls bf family income (S.R.) 



Educational Low Income Average Income High Income Total 



Expectations ( ) ( % ) 


(# 


)(%) 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


Gamma 


Farm 


Low 


3 


16 


13 


11 


5 


9 


21 


ii 


.154 


High 


6 


32 


43 


35 


25 


43 


74 


38 




Non farm 


Low 


8 


23 


33 


14 


10 


9 


51 


14 


.208 


High 


8 


23 


85 


37 


52 


47 


145 


38 




Boys 


Low 


7 


35 


21 


13 


11 


12 


39 


14 


.196 


High 


8 


40 


67 


41 


47 


52 


122 


45 




Girls 


Low 


4 


12 


25 


13 


4 


5 


33 


11 


.159 


High 


6 


18 


61 


33 


30 


38 


97 


33 




n Low educational expectations were 


high 


school 


graduation 


or less. 



High expectations were graduation from 4-year college or more. 



ERIC 



ship between family income and educational expectations are 
reported in Tables 24 and 25. 

Hypothesis 12: The lower the family income, the lower the 

occupational aspirations. 

There was support for this hypothesis on all control classi- 
fications. The magnitude of the association as reported in 
Tables 26 and 27 was greater on P.R. than on S.R. 

Hypothesis 13: The lower the family income, the lower the 

occupational expectations. 

Data in Tables 28 and 29 reveal support for this hy- 
pothesis on all control classifications. The magnitude of as- 
sociation between income and the occupational prestige of 
the occupation that high school students expected to be in 
was, in every case, higher on P.R. than on S.R. The 
hypothesis received stronger support for boys than for girls, 
and for nonfarm rather than farm students. 

Hypothesis 14: The lower the income, the greater the pro- 

portion of male students who will indicate 
that they will enlist now or after high 
school or wait to be drafted, or conversely, 
the lower the proportion who will plan on 
earning a commission in the service through 
college programs. 



TABLE 23. Educational aspirations of farm and nonfarm boys and 
girls by family income (P.R.) 

Educational Low Income Average Income High Income Total 

Aspirations (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) Gamma 

Farm 



Low 


7 


27 


4 


3 


3 


6 


14 


7 


.188 


High 


10 


38 


76 


61 


26 


54 


112 


56 




Non farm 


Low 


13 


32 


33 


13 


5 


6 


51 


13 


.411 


High 


5 


12 


95 


37 


45 


54 


145 


38 




Boys 


Low 


6 


18 


8 


4 


3 


4 


17 


6 


.344 


High 


13 


39 


115 


62 


48 


72 


176 


62 




Girls 


Low 


10 


29 


12 


6 


4 


6 


26 


8 


.267 


High 


9 


26 


96 


47 


37 


54 


142 


46 





TABLE 25. Educational expectations'* of farm and nonfarm boys and 
girls by family income (P.R.) 

Educational Low Income Average Income High Income Total 

Expectations (pt) (%) (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) Ganuna 

Farm 



Low 


5 


21 


14 


11 


2 


4 


21 


11 


.188 


High 


7 


29 


48 


39 


19 


41 


74 


38 




Non farm 


Low 


13 


32 


33 


13 


5 


6 


51 


13 


.411 


High 

*n 


5 


12 


95 


37 


45 


54 


145 


38 




Boys 

Low 


9 


30 


26 


14 


4 


6 


39 


14 


.372 


High 


5 


17 


83 


46 


34 


54 


122 


44 




Girls 


Low 


9 


26 


21 


11 


3 


4 


33 


11 


.267 


High 7 

a See footnote, 


21 60 
Table 24. 


30 


30 


45 


97 


33 
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The data in Table 30 provide support for this hypothesis 
for nonfarm boys but not for farm boys. It should be noted 
that this study was completed before a majority of young 
men had to give serious consideration to draft calls, i.e., the 
draft quotas were relatively low. As we would expect, early 
enlistment rates among high school students decline with 
rising income, and plans for officer training as a goal increase 
with rising income. These figures tend to be congruent with 



reports on actual enlistment and draft figures by income of 
enlistee or draftee. Again, these figures may be misleading 
since the number of respondents in the low income category 
when controlling for sex and residence simultaneously was 
relatively small (9 and 13 farm and nonfarm on S.R., and 
13 farm and 17 nonfarm on P.R.). 

The lack of support in the case of male farm students 
may reflect less knowledge of training or job opportunities 
in the military service. 



Table 26. Occupational aspirations of farm and nonfarm boys and 
girls by family income (S.R.) 



TABLE 27. Occupational aspirations of farm and nonfarm boys and 
girls by family income (P.R.) 



Farm 

Low 

High 

Nonfarm 

Low 

High 

Boys 

Low 

High 

Girls 

Low 

High 



14 

13 

7 

10 

3 

9 

16 

13 



52 

48 

41 

59 

25 

75 

55 

45 



Average Income 


High Income 




Total 




<#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


Gamma 


78 


38 


31 


34 


123 


38 


.016 


126 


62 


62 


66 


201 


62 




25 


26 


15 


30 


47 


29 


.142 


72 


74 


35 


70 


117 


71 




30 


22 


8 


11 


41 


18 


.241 


109 


78 


63 


89 


181 


82 




69 


44 


33 


50 


118 


47 


.007 


86 


56 


33 


50 


132 


53 





Farm 

Low 

High 

Nonfarm 

Low 

High 

Boys 

Low 

High 

Girls 

Low 

High 



10 

13 

24 

11 

14 

15 

16 
9 



43 

57 

69 

31 

48 

52 

54 

36 



Average Income 


High Income 




Total 




(#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


(#)(%) 


Gamma 


26 


26 


ii 


27 


47 


29 


.091 


74 


74 


30 


73 


119 


71 




81 


37 


19 


27 


124 


38 


.327 


139 


63 


51 


73 


201 


62 




25 


18 


3 


6 


42 


19 


.406 


117 


83 


49 


94 


181 


81 




39 


45 


26 


46 


118 


47 


.135 


92 


55 


31 


54 


132 


53 





Table 28. Occupational expectations 11 of farm and nonfarm boys 
and girls by family income (S.R.) 



Occupational Low Income Average Income High Income 
Expectations (#)( % ) (#)(%) (#)(%) 

Farm 



Total 

(#)(%) Gamma 



Low 


8 


57 


31 


38 


16 


42 


55 


41 


.106 


High 


6 


43 


51 


62 


22 


58 


79 


59 




Nonfarm 


Low 


9 


64 


81 


54 


29 


39 


119 


51 


.181 


High 


5 


36 


68 


46 


45 


61 


118 


49 




Boys 


Low 


6 


54 


43 


40 


16 


29 


65 


37 


.239 


High 


5 


46 


65 


60 


40 


71 


110 


63 


Girls 


Low 


11 


65 


69 


56 


29 


55 


109 


56 


.074 


High 


6 


35 


54 


44 


27 


45 


87 


44 





a Low occupational expectation equals occupations less than managerial 
and professional. High equals owner, manager and professional. 



Table 29. Occupational expectations 0 of high school students by 
family income (P.R.) 



Occupational Low Income Average Income High Income 



Expectation^#) (%) (#)(%) 

Farm 

Low 11 58 33 39 

High 8 42 52 6l 

Nonfarm 

Low 20 77 77 49 

High 6 23 79 51 

Boys 

Low 17 65 40 36 

High 9 35 72 64 

Girls 

Low 14 

High 5 



(#)(%) 



11 

19 



37 

63 



Total 

(#)(%) Gamma 

.237 



33 38 

56 62 



74 

26 



70 

59 



54 

46 



9 

29 

27 

23 



24 

76 

52 

48 



55 

79 

120 

118 

66 

110 

111 

87 



41 

59 

50 

50 

37 

63 

56 

44 



.249 

.372 

.156 



Table 30. Military plans of farm and nonfarm boys by family 
income (S.R. and P.R.) 

Low Income Average Income High Income Total 

(#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) (#)(%) 

STUDENT 

REPORT 

Farm Boys 



Enlist now or 
after H.S. 0 


0 


7 


14 


5 


17 


12 


13 


Wait until 
drafted 4 


44 


18 


35 


6 


21 


28 


31 


Commission 
in college 2 


22 


16 


31 


9 


31 


27 


30 


Nonfarm Boys 
Enlist now or 
after H.S. 4 


31 


20 


19 


5 


8 


29 


16 


Wait until 
drafted 6 


46 


20 


19 


10 


17 


36 


20 


Commission 
in college 1 


8 


44 


41 


32 


53 


77 


43 


PARENT 

REPORT 
















Farm Boys 
Enlist now or 
after H.S. 1 


8 


11 


20 


0 


0 


12 


13 


Wait until 
drafted 5 


38 


13 


24 


10 


45 


28 


31 


Commission 
in college 2 


15 


9 


17 


2 


9 


13 


15 


Nonfarm Boys 

Enlist now or 
after H.S. 7 


41 


19 


16 


3 


7 


29 


16 


Wait until 
drafted 5 


29 


25 


21 


6 


14 


36 


20 



See footnote in Table 28. 



Commission 
in college 



22 18 10 24 33 18 



Hypothesis 15\ The loiuer the income, the higher the pro- 
portion of students ivho will indicate that 
their parents will not b,e able to support 
them in any educational or occupational 

pursuits. 

The evidence supporting this hypothesis is overwhelming, 
especially when low income boys and girls are compared 
with average and high income students. Of course, this is 
not new information and we would have been very surprised 
had our results been different, since many educational and 
occupational pursuits require financial assistance beyond the 
resources of parents with low income. Data in Table 31 
indicate strongest support for this hypothesis when low income 
students regardless of sex and residence are compared with 
average and high income students. The findings indicate 
that students’ perception of their family willingness to support 
them in "none” of several educational and occupational pur- 
suits varies directly with level of family income. 



TABLE 31. Proportion of farm and nonfarm boys and girls indicat- 
ing that their parents would not be willing to help 
them finance any' 1 educational and occupational objec- 
tives 





Low 


S.R. 

Average 


High 


All 


Low 


I\R. 

Average High 


All 


Farm 

Boys 


22.2 


3.5 


7.1 


6.4 


15.4 


5.2 


4.3 


6.4 


Nonfarm 

Boys 


25.0 


12.8 


1.5 


9.8 


40.0 


6.1 


6.8 


9.7 


Boys 


23.8 


9.8 


3.2 


8.7 


30.3 


5.8 


6.0 


8.6 


Farm 

Girls 


18.2 


8.1 


3.1 


7.6 


25.0 


6.0 


3.8 


7.6 


Nonfarm 

Girls 


29.2 


7.8 


6.0 


9.9 


17.4 


8.8 


9.3 


9.9 


Girls 


25.7 


7.8 


4.9 


9.1 


20.0 


7.8 


7.2 


9.1 


Farm 

Students 


20.0 


5.9 


5.0 


7.0 


20.0 


5.6 


4.1 


7.0 


Nonfarm 

Students 


27.8 


10.2 


3.5 


9.8 


27.9 


7.5 


8.0 


9.8 



"The list of educational and occupational objectives included: farm- 
ing, college, vocational schooling, setting up business of my own, 
and none of the above. The italicized alternative is the basis for 
the distribution in this table. 
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